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Status 

1 )KI Responsive to communication(s) filed on 21 February 2008 . 
2a )□ This action is FINAL. 2b)^ This action is non-final. 

3) D Since this application is in condition for allowance except for formal matters, prosecution as to the merits is 

closed in accordance with the practice under Ex parte Quayle, 1935 CD. 11, 453 O.G. 213. 

Disposition of Claims 

4) ^ Claim(s) 1-7 and 17-34 is/are pending in the application. 

4a) Of the above claim(s) 4-7 and 23-28 is/are withdrawn from consideration. 

5) D Claim(s) is/are allowed. 

6) |EI Claim(s) 1-3.17-22 and 29-32 is/are rejected. 

7) ^ Claim(s) 33 and 34 is/are objected to. 

8) D Claim(s) are subject to restriction and/or election requirement. 

Application Papers 

9) Q The specification is objected to by the Examiner. 

10) ^ The drawing(s) filed on 21 October 2004 is/are: a)^ accepted or b)D objected to by the Examiner. 

Applicant may not request that any objection to the drawing(s) be held in abeyance. See 37 CFR 1.85(a). 
Replacement drawing sheet(s) including the correction is required if the drawing(s) is objected to. See 37 CFR 1.121(d). 

1 1) D The oath or declaration is objected to by the Examiner. Note the attached Office Action or form PTO-152. 

Priority under 35 U.S.C. § 119 

12) D Acknowledgment is made of a claim for foreign priority under 35 U.S.C. § 119(a)-(d) or (f). 
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20 Certified copies of the priority documents have been received in Application No. . 

3.Q Copies of the certified copies of the priority documents have been received in this National Stage 
application from the International Bureau (PCT Rule 17.2(a)). 
* See the attached detailed Office action for a list of the certified copies not received. 
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DETAILED ACTION 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC §112 

1 . The following is a quotation of the second paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 1 12: 

The specification shall conclude with one or more claims particularly pointing out and distinctly 
claiming the subject matter which the applicant regards as his invention. 

2. Claim 32 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, second paragraph, as being indefinite 
for failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject matter which applicant 
regards as the invention. 

3. Claim 32 recites the limitation "said thermal expansion center of said frame". 
There is insufficient antecedent basis for this limitation in the claim. Examiner has 
assumed the recitation was meant to read "said thermal expansion center in members 
of said frame", as previously recited in claim 1 . Clarification and/or correction is 
requested. 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

4. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) which forms the basis for all 

obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically 
disclosed or described as set forth in section 1 02 of this title, if the differences 
between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are such that 
the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention 
was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter 
pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the 
invention was made. 
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5. This application currently names joint inventors. In considering patentability of 
the claims under 35 U.S.C. 103(a), the examiner presumes that the subject matter of 
the various claims was commonly owned at the time any inventions covered therein 
were made absent any evidence to the contrary. Applicant is advised of the obligation 
under 37 CFR 1 .56 to point out the inventor and invention dates of each claim that was 
not commonly owned at the time a later invention was made in order for the examiner to 
consider the applicability of 35 U.S.C. 103(c) and potential 35 U.S.C. 102(e), (f) or (g) 
prior art under 35 U.S.C. 103(a). 

6. Claims 1, 3, 17, 19-20, 22, 29-31 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over U.S. Patent No. 5,356,686 to Fujioka et al. in view of U.S. Patent No. 
6,475,287 to Clark. 

7. Regarding claims 1,17 and 20: Fujioka et al. disclose a thin-sheet mask in 
Figures 3 and 5, comprising: a mask body (2) having a pattern opening; and a frame 
(1), wherein said mask body is fixed to said frame in a stretched state and said mask 
body is adhesively bonded (using adhesive 3 at 14) in a location coinciding with a line 
passing through a thermal expansion center in members (7) of said frame. 

8. Fujioka et al. fails to teach that the apparatus can also be used in a deposition 
apparatus wherein a material is evaporated from a deposition source and deposited 
over a substrate through said opening of said mask body. 

9. Clark teaches using a mask and frame apparatus for the purpose of permitting 
selective deposition from a deposition source situated below the mask, frame and a 
deposition substrate (abstract). 
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10. It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
Applicant's invention was made to have provided the mask and frame apparatus of 
Fujioka in a deposition apparatus for the purpose of selectively depositing onto a 
deposition substrate as taught by Clark. 

11. With respect to claims 3, 19 and 22, said mask body is adhesively bonded to said 
frame with an adhesive material having heat resistance. All material have some heat 
resistance, even if it is low and/or minimal. 

12. With respect to the specific material to be deposited (e.g. EL material), the courts 
have ruled that expressions relating the apparatus to contents thereof during an 
intended operation are of no significance in determining patentability of the apparatus 
claim. Ex parte Thibault . 164 USPQ 666, 667 (Bd. App. 1969). 

1 3. With respect to claims 29-31 , the substrate to be processed is not considered 
part of the apparatus. The claimed apparatus would be capable of processing many 
different types of substrates. Therefore, the limitations drawn thereto do not limit the 
claims. The courts have ruled that the inclusion of material or article worked upon by a 
structure being claimed does not impart patentability to the claims. In re Young, 75 F.2d 
966, 25 USPQ 69 (CCPA 1935) (as restated in In re Otto, 312 F.2d 937, 136 USPQ 
458, 459 (CCPA 1963)). 



14. Claims 2, 18 and 21 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Fujioka et al. and Clark as applied to claims 1,3, 17, 19-20, 22, 29-31 above, and 
further in view of Japanese Patent No. 05341 502A to Sekimoto et al. 
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15. Fujioka et al. and Clark disclose the apparatus substantially as claimed and as 
described above. 

16. However, Fujioka et al. and Clark fail to teach the frame as having four corners 
with curvature. 

1 7. Sekimoto et al. teach providing a mask frame comprising four corner with 
curvature for the purpose of forming a frame capable of uniformily forming an adhesive 
layer at the inside face without generating a film breaking at the time of sticking the 
frame film and without damaging the mask at the time of repairing the frame (abstract). 

18. It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
Applicant's invention was made to have provided a frame having four corners with 
curvature in Fujioka et al. and Clark in order to form a frame capable of uniformily 
forming an adhesive layer at the inside face without generating a film breaking at the 
time of sticking the frame film and without damaging the mask at the time of repairing 
the frame as taught by Sekimoto et al. 

Allowable Subject Matter 

1 9. Claim 32 would be allowable if rewritten to overcome the rejection(s) under 35 
U.S.C. 112, 2nd paragraph, set forth in this Office action and to include all of the 
limitations of the base claim and any intervening claims. 

20. Additionally, claims 33-34 are objected to as being dependent upon a rejected 
base claim, but would be allowable if rewritten in independent form including all of the 
limitations of the base claim and any intervening claims. 
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21 . The following is a statement of reasons for the indication of allowable subject 
matter: The prior art of record fails to teach or fairly suggest a mask comprising: a 
mask body having a pattern opening; and a frame, wherein a material evaporated from 
a deposition source is deposited on a substrate through said pattern opening of said 
mask body, wherein said material comprises an organic compound, and wherein said 
mask body is fixed to said frame in a stretched state and said mask body is adhesively 
bonded in a location coinciding with a line passing through a thermal expansion center 
of said frame; and wherein said frame is supported by an arm in said location coinciding 
with said line passing through said thermal expansion center in said frame. 



Response to Arguments 

22. Applicant's arguments with respect to claims 1 and 3 have been considered but 
are moot in view of the new ground(s) of rejection. The anticipation rejection based on 
prior art reference Fujioka has been withdrawn as additional limitations have been 
added to the claim. The added limitations bring the claimed subject matter more closely 
in line with previously rejected claims 17 and 20 (and their dependent claims). Thus, in 
the present action all claims are rejected using the same prior art, as detailed above. 

23. Applicant's arguments filed 21 February 2008, regarding claims 1,17 and 20 
(and all claims dependent thereon) have been fully considered but they are not 
persuasive. 

24. It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to incorporate the 
mask of Fujioka into the apparatus of Clark as described above. Further, inclusion of a 
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specific processing material (e.g. an EL material) is not considered a structural limitation 
therefore does not help to structurally distinguish the claimed invention over the prior 
art. The courts have ruled that expressions relating the apparatus to contents thereof 
during an intended operation are of no significance in determining patentability of the 
apparatus claim. Ex parte Thibault , 164 USPQ 666, 667 (Bd. App. 1969). The courts 
have also ruled that claims directed to apparatus must be distinguished from the prior 
art in terms of structure rather than function. In re Danlv , 263 F.2d 844, 847, 120 USPQ 
528, 531 (CCPA 1959). It has also been ruled that a claim containing a "recitation with 
respect to the manner in which a claimed apparatus is intended to be employed does 
not differentiate the claimed apparatus from a prior art apparatus" if the prior art 
apparatus teaches all the structural limitations of the claim. Ex parte Masham , 2 
USPQ2d 1647 (Bd. Pat. App. & Inter. 1987). 

25. In response to Applicant's further arguments that Applicant has recognized 
additional and/or different advantages with the claimed invention, it is noted that the fact 
that applicant has recognized another advantage which would flow naturally from 
following the suggestion of the prior art cannot be the basis for patentability when the 
differences would otherwise be obvious. See Ex parte Obiaya, 227 USPQ 58, 60 (Bd. 
Pat. App. & Inter. 1985). 

26. In response to Applicant's argument that there is no suggestion to combine the 
references, the examiner recognizes that obviousness can only be established by 
combining or modifying the teachings of the prior art to produce the claimed invention 
where there is some teaching, suggestion, or motivation to do so found either in the 
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references themselves or in the knowledge generally available to one of ordinary skill in 
the art. See In re Fine, 837 F.2d 1071 , 5 USPQ2d 1596 (Fed. Cir. 1988) and In re 
Jones, 958 F.2d 347, 21 USPQ2d 1941 (Fed. Cir. 1992). In this case, as detailed 
above, at least, the abstract provides motivation for combination. Further, Fujioka 
discloses an advantageous mask and frame structure. Clark discloses that a mask and 
frame structure are used in the deposition apparatus described therein. One of ordinary 
skill would have realized that the mask and frame structure of Fujioka could have been 
combined with the apparatus of Clark, where a mask and frame are necessary in order 
to incorporate the advantages thereof. 

Conclusion 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to KARLA MOORE whose telephone number is (571)272- 
1440. The examiner can normally be reached on Monday-Friday, 9:00 am-6:00 pm. If 
attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Parviz Hassanzadeh can be reached on 571 .272.1435. The fax phone 
number for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 703- 
872-9306. Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
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you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 



/Karla Moore/ 

Primary Examiner, Art Unit 1792 
21 April 2008 



